This paper examines the influence of bilingualism on the use of vocabulary learning strategies during the acquisition of a third language. More precisely, it debates whether having a knowledge of two languages is beneficial for the awareness and frequency of strategy use. In this analysis, the use of learning strategies of pupils bilingual in Hungarian and Serbian language is compared to their monolingual peers of Serbian language while acquiring English as a third language. Since third language acquisition (TLA) is a relatively new and unexplored area, little research has been done on this specific topic.
Introduction and background
Vocabulary acquisition is one of the essential aspects of language proficiency. Having knowledge of only grammatical structures is not sufficient to contribute to a successful language acquisition. There should be a certain amount of vocabulary knowledge that can aid a foreign language competence. Following these lines, beginners are pressured to store many words in their memory and prepare them for instant use. Oxford and Scarcella (1994) suggest that vocabulary learning strategies help users of a foreign language (FL) reach a certain number of remembered words. Thus, the knowledge of various language strategies can potentially aid reaching a high FL proficiency.
The research on language strategies has reached its bloom in the last forty years. So far, various aspects of the field have been examined in more detail, with vocabulary strategies being one of the important components. For instance, according to the research in vocabulary strategies (Nation 1990) , words which have a high frequency are important in vocabulary learning and teaching. So far, many studies in linguistics have focused on positive strategies and "good learner" strategies (Nation 1990 , Oxford 1990 , Gu and Johnson 1996 , Thornbury 2002 .
Vocabulary learning was of particular interest for the field of second language acquisition (SLA). The area of vocabulary acquisition was not given much importance around 1950s due to former dominating approaches, which emphasized the importance of grammar and phonology. Generative transformational linguistics (Chomsky 1957 ) is one of the theories labeling vocabulary as secondary to language acquisition. Somewhere around the 1970s, teaching perspectives started to change. Instead of a teacher-oriented approach, the focus was on learners' awareness and control of a language. Considering that pupils are becoming more active in the process of acquisition, learning strategies should be presented as tools for reaching a desired competence in a FL. However, there are few studies in the area of third language acquisition (TLA) focusing on vocabulary learning strategies. Even though learning strategies in general have been researched in the last four decades, most of the research has been done in the area of SLA, not taking into consideration multilingualism as a growing world phenomenon. Bilingualism as a phenomenon implies that there are two linguistic systems which can influence TLA. Therefore, there may be a certain preference or pattern in strategy use.
The study of Hammaberg (2001) has shown that the first language is usually used as a pragmatic and metalinguistic source, while the second language functions as a lexical storage. On the other hand Cenoz (2001) and Wei (2003) argue that there is a tendency to use a language which is typologically closer as a source of transfer on a third language. This paper is focused on Hungarian/Serbian bilingual pupils who are currently acquiring English as a foreign language in Grammar schools in Serbia. Their preference towards vocabulary strategy use was analyzed and compared with monolingual peers, contributing to a better understanding of bilingual approaches towards strategy selection.
Categorization of vocabulary strategies
According to Schmitt (2002) , second language users tend to employ activities which require less active manipulation of information in vocabulary acquisition, such as rote repetition and memorization. Cohen and Aphek (1981) argue that these "shallow" strategies may be more suitable for beginners, as they do not contain too much information. Similarly, more complex strategies are presented as more effective in the case of intermediate or advanced foreign language users. Even though some generalizations towards strategy preference can be made, O'Maley and Chamot (1990) suggest that any strategy is a useful one if FL users are accustomed to it. More precisely, if learners make a conscious effort and actively manage strategies in their acquisition process, the chances of those strategies having an impact on vocabulary learning are higher.
Research on language learning strategies counts numerous typologies. One of them is Oxford's (1990) division on memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective and social strategies. Furthermore, Oxford designed a questionnaire based on her typology of strategies. Oxfrod's SILL (Strategy Inventory for Language Learning) questionnaire consists of fifty items, grouped according to the six divisions mentioned above. Moreover, the questionnaire is based on a five-point Likert scale, with the poles indicating how strongly someone agrees or disagrees with a statement.
The weakness of Oxford's typology is that some of the strategies can be labeled with more than one term. Cook and Mayer (1983) and Nation (1990) suggested a vocabulary categorization between the initial discovery of words and the remembering of them.
Also, considering that the questionnaire was designed more than two decades ago, the usefulness of some strategies is outdated. For instance, the omnipresence of technology in today's society provides a potential of creating various other strategies, which may possibly replace some (e.g. the use of flashcards). Furthermore, it is crucial to point out that the study is focused on the pupils' self-report of vocabulary strategy use. Schramm and Chamot (2007) suggest that pupils' self-perception does not necessarily have to reflect reality. Moreover, pupils may understand strategies differently and can also forget some strategies they use.
On the other hand, Schmitt (2002) organized the taxonomy of vocabulary strategies, counting fifty-eight strategies, according to the Oxford (1990) system. More precisely, they are classified according to the strategies of initial discovery of a word's meaning (discovery) and strategies for remembering the meaning (consolidation). Furthermore, the strategies are also classified according to five groups, determination, social, memory, cognitive and metacognitive. Determination strategies are used when a person encounters a new word, but has no source of information. In this case, the person can guess from context, knowledge of a language, or from a L1 cognate. Social strategies refer to the interaction with other people in order to discover the meaning or to remember a word.
Moreover, memory strategies involve a conscious effort of retrieving a word, which does not require a deeper understanding of the lexeme. According to Oxford (1990) , cognitive strategies manipulate language material through reasoning, note-taking, and summarizing, while metacognitive strategies include an organization of a learning process, such as planning a studying process, and evaluating successfulness and effectiveness of strategies.
There are many variables that affect a person's preference for selecting a particular learning strategy. Some of the factors that potentially have an influence on the effectiveness of strategies include context of learning, target language, and learner characteristics.
Aside from factors such as gender, age, and national origin, Rebecca Oxford (2011, 260) suggests that motivation is also strongly linked to strategy use. Moreover, a study done by Schmitt (1997) emphasizes the importance of culture towards strategy preference.
In the study of O'Malley and Chamot (1990), Asian learners which were trained in strategy use tended to perform lower in vocabulary tasks compared to their untrained peers. On the other hand, strategy training had a positive effect on Hispanic learners in comparison to the control group. Therefore, a high number of potential variables only reaffirms the complexity of language acquisition. Therefore, understanding learning strategies can help FL users be aware of the process of acquisition, and can encourage them to be active, independent learners.
Methodology and participants
The current study used a forty-five minute questionnaire in order to collect information about pupils' approaches to vocabulary strategy use. Moreover, it was based on three questionnaires on vocabulary strategies proposed by Gu and Johnson (1996), Schmitt (1997) , and Oxford's (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL, version 7.0) Therefore, the focus was on the preference towards strategy use when encountering a new word (discovery), and remembering the already encountered one (consolidation).
The questions regarding this categorization are presented in the form of a five-point Likert scale. However, there were several additional questions regarding pupils' personal information and their own suggestions regarding language strategies, in case some examples were omitted. Considering that the paper aims at contrasting the preference between bilinguals and monolinguals, bilingual pupils were presented with some additional questions, which relate to the Hungarian/Serbian bilingual situation in the north of Serbia. Table 1 gives a detailed overview of the questions taken from different tests. The fourth category of sources consists of originally created questions, which were deemed as important to the study. Gu & Johnson (1996 ) Schmitt (1997 Oxford (1990) As already mentioned in the introduction, the study focuses on the bilingual phenomenon in Serbia. More precisely, the research was focused on the northern part of Serbia, which consists of many minorities, and Hungarians are by far the largest one.
Also, apart from the Serbian language, Hungarian is also given certain legal and educational rights which vary locally. Moreover, three cities that were chosen as a location for the research are Bečej, Zrenjanin and Novi Sad. In each town there is a Grammar school that teaches in both the Hungarian and the Serbian language. In all three cities only pupils in their fourth year were tested. More importantly, in both Serbian and
Hungarian sections of the schools, the English language is taught for twelve years as a 
Results and discussion
Before comparing the differences in strategy use regarding vocabulary, an estimation of internal consistency was made, which resulted in 68% of variance being reliable.
Following the analysis of variance reliability, the first comparison was made in regard to discovery and consolidation strategies. Table 2 indicates that in both cases, monolingual students tend to employ strategies more frequently. This can particularly be seen in the example of discovery strategies ( As already stated, consolidation and discovery strategies can be further subdivided. In the case of discovery, the subcategories include determination and social strategies. On the other hand, consolidation strategies are divided into social, memory, cognitive and metacognitive. Table 3 covers the comparison of means among these subcategories. Table 3 is also presented visually in two charts (Figure 1 and 2) . What can be observed in Figure 1 is that monolinguals were by far more active in their use of both determination and social strategies. Furthermore, a major difference can be observed in the case of determination, whereby the mean among monolinguals was 3.42, compared to 3.04 among bilinguals.
Similarly, monolinguals were still more active in every subcategory of consolidation strategies, according to their self-report in the questionnaire. However, the difference in the mean was not that apparent. Therefore, Figure 2 shows that there is a slightly higher preference in the case of monolinguals. This difference is almost undetectable in regard to metacognitive and memory strategies. The following table (Table 4) provides examples of the five most frequent strategies from the questionnaire concerning discovery and consolidation strategies. All the examples are ordered from the highest mean to the lowest in both monolingual and bilingual cases. As could be seen in the consolidation section, metacognitive strategies are not preferred when remembering words. Even though various studies have emphasized a close connection between metacognitive strategies and bilingualism, this study shows no preference of bilingual learners in using metacognitive strategies for vocabulary acquisition in comparison to monolingual learners. What is more, in the case of both groups, it is the least preferred approach.
Apart from the division between discovery and consolidation strategies, there were also some additional questions. These questions covered the topics of dictionary use, source of vocabulary acquisition, anxiety, and motivation. Throughout the questionnaire, a
Likert scale was used to calculate the results, and the means of the strategies mentioned was again contrasted between bilinguals and monolinguals. In the case of dictionary use (Table 5) , it was shown that pupils from both groups mostly rely on its use for the purpose of discovering meaning. The strategies for using a word in a sentence and for a word's pronunciation are less frequent. However, bilinguals have a slightly higher preference for using dictionaries regarding word meaning and word use in a sentence.
Furthermore, other additional questions in the questionnaire refer to the most frequent source of English vocabulary. Some of the sources of word input, which were included in the questionnaire, were learning words during class, from books, video material and songs. Table 6 displays that visual input is one of the most frequent sources. However, audio input is another important source for both monolinguals and bilinguals. In this case, monolinguals have a higher tendency to use almost every source. This is apparent in the case of learning new words from listening to songs in English, with the mean among monolinguals being 4.36 compared to 3.8 for bilinguals. In the case of reading books, bilinguals (3.49) had only a slightly higher preference than the monolinguals (3.38). Considering that vocabulary acquisition is a complex process, it is influenced by various variables. Affective factors are another important part of the acquisition. Yet, the study of all personality factors would require a much more extensive analysis. For this questionnaire, affective factors were limited only to anxiety and motivation. Even though both of the variables require a detailed research, this paper restricts itself to the application of a more general approach. a more general approach. According to the pupils' self-report, it seems that bilinguals were less motivated for learning new words in English (Table 7) . Not only was their motivation lower, but they also had a higher level of anxiety during the process ( Another interesting aspect is the choice of the native language for lexical storage and grammar for bilinguals. In other words, the question referred to the first word translation that pupils think of. The following question inquired about the background grammar they rely on more, when learning the grammar of English. Figure 3 shows that bilinguals tend to rely more on the Hungarian language for both translation (3.49) and grammar (2.8). In addition, four other questions were given regarding conscious organizational strategies, i.e. whether the pupils' focus in vocabulary learning was on the most frequently used words, on vocabulary used in a test, or on personal interest. Both groups of pupils are more eager to learn words that interest them, when compared to other factors. Moreover, the interest in vocabulary is followed by the frequency of words as the second important factor in the vocabulary acquisition process. Yet, in terms of focusing on the words for the test, bilinguals had a higher preference (2.76) than monolinguals (2.38).
Monolinguals Bilinguals
This means that aside from personal motivation, they were also highly motivated in learning English vocabulary as an instrument for meeting class requirements. In the last section of the questionnaire, pupils were given the option of writing their own suggestions of strategies, which were not mentioned in the taxonomy. The questions were mainly aimed at discovery and consolidation strategies. 
Conclusion
The evidence shows that monolingual pupils are more interested in a higher number of strategies. Only in the case of metacognitive strategies, both groups had the same level of preference. Moreover, for both monolinguals and bilinguals, determination strategies were the most prominent ones from the discovery category. On the other hand, cognitive strategies had a high frequency in the consolidation group. Furthermore, bilingual dictionaries are mostly used for discovering the meaning of a word. There was also a high use of visual and auditory materials for vocabulary input. However, bilinguals tend to use books slightly more for the acquisition of words. Furthermore, as affective factors influence the process of acquisition, it is important to note that in the case of bilinguals motivation was slightly lower when compared to monolinguals. This was quite the opposite when regarding anxiety, as bilinguals find it harder to learn new words. Yet, all the groups mostly focus on learning words that interest them. Only in the case of focusing on words for the test, bilinguals showed a higher interest. Once again, self-report questionnaires should always be interpreted in a way that takes into account the limiting factor of subjectivity and the subjective reality of participants.
Moreover, when discussing CLI, it has been shown that bilinguals rely on Hungarian in both word translation and grammar comprehension. However, when pupils were asked to share their personal strategies, many of them mentioned the use of other languages than their native ones. This only shows that today's world is not being guided anymore according to monolingual norms. Even though it may seem easy to label someone as a monolingual, all the pupils are in constant contact with various languages on a daily basis. Furthermore, pupils also mentioned the intensive use of modern technology.
This only shows that questionnaires should be updated according to today's trends in order to take into consideration modern technologies and the increasingly multilingual realities of contemporary societies.
